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R£MARKS/ARGUM£NTS 



NOV 2 7 2006 



In the Ofificc action dated September 7, 2006, claims 1 - 22 were rejected. 
Tn rcspodse, Applicants have amended claims 1, 9, 15^ 19, and 21. Applicants 
hereby request leconsideralion of the application in view of the amended claims 
and the below-provided remarks. 

Claims 1 - 22 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(c) as being anticipated 
by rucfcer et aL (U.S. Pat. No. 7,027,743, hereinafter Tucker), 



Claim 1 

Claim 1 has been amended to particularly point out the "open-loop*' nature 
of the claimed synchronization method. Tn particular, claim 1 has been amended 
to recite that the synchronization signal is derived in an "open-loop manner from 
a portion of said local oscillator signal that has not optically interacted with said 
tunable device ," That is, tracking of a swept lcx:al oscillator signal does tiot rely 
on feedback from optical interaction between the local oscillator signal and the 
tunable device. Support for this am^idment is fbund, for example, at paragraphs 
[0061, [0026], and Fig. 1 of Applicants' specification. As amended, claim 1 
recites: 

"A method for synchiunizing an operating chaisicteristic of 
a tunable device with the wavelength of a local oscillator signal 
comprising: 

sweeping Che wavelength of said local oscillator signal 
across a range of wavelengths; 

generating a synchronization signal as said local oscillator 
signal is swept across said range of wavelengths; and 

adjusting the operating characteristic of a tunable device in 
response to said synchronization signal; 

wherein said synchronization signal is derived in an 
open4aap manner from a portion of said local oscillator signal 
that Has not opiicaUy interacted m^AA said tunoNe device.^* 
(emphasis added) 

As stated above, claim 1 is rejected an being anticipated by Tucker. 
Tucker discloses a *'closed-loop" technique for synchronizing an optical pre- 
selected: with a swept local oscillator signal The technique di.sclo5ed by TUcker 
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requires a portion of the swept local oscillator signal to optically interact with the 

optical pre-selector. At cot. 2, lines 9-17, Tucker discloses: 

'The method and system for ensuring that the tunable optical pre- 
selector accurately tracks the frequency of the swept local 
oscillator signal involves adjusting the optical pre-selectot , , .in 
response to a measure of a portion of the swept local oscillator 
signal after the portion of the swept local oscillator signal has 
onticallv interacted with the optical pre-selector.** (emphasis 
added) 

The fact that the synchronization technique of Tucker relies on optica] 
interaction between the swept local oscillator signal and the optical pre-selector is 
described in detail with reference to Figs. 3-19. For example, referring to Fig. 5 
of Tucker, the local oscillator signal (506) travels from the local oscillator source 
(505) to the optical combining unit (51 0), to the optical pre-selcctor (514) . and 
then to the coupler (538), where a portion of the local oscillator signal is tapped 
off to the controller (530). The tapped off portion of the local oscillator signal is 
used by the controller (530) to generate the synchronization signal that controls 
the optical pre-selector (5 14). 

In contrast to Tucker* the method of claim 1 docs not rely on optical 

interaction between the local oscillator signal and the tunable device to derive a 

synchronization si^naL In fact, claim 1 expressly states that the synchronization 

signal is generated without optical interaction between the local oscillator signal 

and the tunable device. An advantage provided by the "open-loop" 

synchronization method of claim I over prior art ''closed-loop** methods is that a 

portion of the local oscillator signal does not have to be applied to the tunable 

device to achieve accurate synchfonization. Specifically, paragraph [006] of 

Applicants* specification discloses: 

^'Synchronizing an operating characteristic of a tunable 
device with the wavelength of a swept local oscillator signal using 
synchronization signals enables accurate tracking of a swept local 
oscillator signal in an '*op6n-lpop" manner as opposed to other 
^'closed-loop^** synchronization techniques that require a portion of 
the local oscillator sigtial to be applied to the tunable device during 
wavelength tracking/' 

Because l\icker discloses a closed-loop synchronization technique that . 
requires optical interaction between a local oscillator signal and an optical pre- 
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selector white claim 1 recites an open-toop synchrpnization mctiiod that derives a 
synchronization signal *'froni a portion of a local o^illator signal that has not 
opticaify ititeracted with said tunable device/^ Apjilicants assert that claim 1 is 
not anticipated by Tucker, 

Claim 2 recites: 

**The method of claim 1 including an initial- step of setting the 
operating characteristic of said tunable dev^e and the wavelength 
of said local oscillator signal to match each other be/ore the 
wavelength of said local oscillator signal £9 swept across a range of 
wavelengths." (emphasis added) 

The Office action states that the limitations of claim 2 arc disclosed by 

Tucker at col. 1 1 , lines 24 — 35. Applicants have r^ewed the referenced citation 

and assert that the limitations of claim 2 are not disblosed in the referenced 

citation. At col. 1 1 , lines 24-35, Tucker discloses: 

'*Thc frequency tracking syi;lem of Fig. 9 involves modulating 
(also referred to as dithering) the center frequency of the optical 
pre-selector passband so that the intensitv ot the tapped optical 
^t|^al received bv the controller can be compared to the_ frequency 
of the swept local oscillator signal. (<lo), as showji in Fig. 1 0. 
Dithering of the optical pre-selector can be accomplished by 
modulating the drive voltage applied to the optical pre-selector. 
As described above with reference to Fig. 6^ the high point in the 
intensity versus optical frequency curve 1002 indicates the actual 
center frequency (or passbsoid) of the optical pre-selector." 
(emphasis added) 

Applicants assert that ^'modulating the center frequency of the optical pre- 
selector passband so that the intensity of the tapped optical signal received by the 
controller can be compared to the frequency of the $wept local oscillator signaf^ 
does not disclose "setting the operating characteristic of said tunable device and 
the wavelength of said local oscillator signal to match each other before the 
wavelength of said local oscillator signal is swept across a range of wavelengths" 
as recited in claun 2. In particular^ the citation of Tucker makes no mention of 
matching the operating parameter of the optical pre-selector and the wavelength 
of the local oscillator before the local oscillator signal is swept. In view of the 
foregoing remarks. Applicants assert that claim 2 is -not anticipated by Tucker. 
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Claim 5 

Claim 5 recites: 
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*'The method of claim 1 wfae^n N discreter synchronization 
signals are generated m wav^^engi/tni^endlent inter^ais^ 
(emphasis added) 

■j 

The Office action states that the limitatJons of claim 5 are disclosed by the 
"frequency counter 1932 of Fig. 19" iof Tucker. No additional support for the 
rejection is provided. Applicants assibrt that nowhcffc in Fig. 19, nor anywhere 
else* does Tucker disclose N discrete^ synchronization signals that are "generated 
at wavelength-dependent intervals'^ recited in claim 5. in view of the 
foregoing remarks. Applicants assert-that claim 5 in not anticipated by Tucker. 

Claim 6 
Claim 6 recites: 

'"llie method of claim 5 wherjbin said wavelangth-dependent 
intervals are defined by (wavifengthi -^ wavelen^hiyN** 
(emphasis added) 

The Office action states that die limitations of claim 6 are disclosed by the 
"frequency counter 1932 of Fig. 19" 6f Tucker. No additional support for the 
rejection is provided. Applicants assert that nowhere in Fig. 19, nor anywhere 
else, does Tucker disclose waveleng^-dependbnt intervals that arc ''defined by 
(wavelength^ - wavelength lyN"* as recited in claim 6. In view of the foregoing 
remarks. Applicants assert that claim =6 is not aiiticijpated by Tucker. 

Claims 9, 15. 19, and 21 

Claims % 1 S, 19, and 21 haveijbeen amended to include limitations similar 
to the limitations that were added to cilaim 1. Because of the similarities between 
amended claims 9, 15, 19, and 21 and! amended claim 1 , Applicants assert that the 
remarks provided above with reference to amehdedxiaim 1 apply also to amended 
claims 9, 1 5, 1 9, and 21 . 

Claims 10. 20. and 22 

Claims 10, 20, and 22 includciisimilar liimitations to claim 2. Because of 
the similarities between amended cla^s 10, 20, and 22 and claim 2, Applicants 
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assert that the remarks provided abo^e with referei|&e to claim 2 apply also to 
claims 1 0, 20, and 22. \ 'i 



( ^laim 17 ? 

Claim 17 includes similar Hn^ttations X6 cla|ai 5. Because of the 
similarities bctwoct) claim 17 and cleiim 5» Api^lica;^ assert that the remarks 



provided above widi reference to claim 5 apply alsig to claim 17. 



Dependent claims 2-8. tO -: 18. 20. arid 22| 

Claims 2-8 are dependent ofi claim 1,: clai&s 10-18 are dependent on 

claim 9, claim 20 \9 dependent on cldm 19, and cl^m 22 is dependent on claim 

• I- 

21. Applicants assert that in addition; to the specif]| remarks provided above, 
these claims are allowable at least baied upon kn aiflowable independent claim. 



Request for Reco nsideration Pursuant to 37|::,F.R. L 11 1 
Having responded to each and every grpundlfor objection and rejection in 
the Office action mailed S^tember % 2006^ Ajpplic|nts request reconsidemtion of 
the itistant aj^lication pursuant to 37'^.FJL l.H 1 '|i view of the remarks made 

herein. A notice of allowance is earnestly 9oHcitedi|' 

I 



Respectfully submitted, 

Mark A. Wilson 
Reg. No. 43,994 

Wilson & Ham 
PMB: 348 

2530 Beiryessa Road 
San Jose, CA95132 
Phone: (925)249-1300 
Fax: (925)249-0111 
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